Introduction
Greece's Golden Dawn (GD) party is one of the few cases on record of an extreme right (ER) political formation achieving consistent and ongoing electoral success, and an especially striking case because it sits at the extreme end of the ER. Investigating how an ER party with negligible popularity for over twenty years became the third largest political party should be of relevance beyond the specifics of GD and a useful case-study to understand ER voter inclinations. In other countries political parties of comparable ideological extremity might exist but these have been so far operating in the fringe, as for example the British BNP or the German NPD; (party acronyms are detailed in Appendix A). Examining the critical factors that led a party of such extremity from the political margin to consolidating a position as a national player, is instructive and can help identify in time potential causes of political extremism. In addition, the sudden increase in GD's popularity is interesting because, as we shall see, it demonstrates the impact good positioning in issue space can have on electoral performance.
Our comprehensive contextual and individual-level survey data allow us to empirically analyse the determinants of GD's electoral success in a regression context. Using this data, we develop a detailed econometric analysis that tracks GD's rise from an ER fringe party similar to those of several other European countries, to the third position in the national political scene. This is remarkable, especially since Greece no longer has a bipartisan political system, so smaller parties carry significant influence. Our analysis contributes to the existing literature in three distinct ways. It reveals that the meteoric rise in GD's vote shares were caused by a structural break in voter behavior. Furthermore, this structural change was abrupt, took effect within a few months and can be placed according to our data between December 2011 and May 2012. We link the rise in the support for GD to parts of the constituency that attribute high importance to issues of immigration and law-and-order. GD gained among these groups far more than other right-wing parties, indicating that it managed to be more efficient in gaining ownership of those issues 2 .
Finally, we are able to access quantitatively the validity of existing popular wisdom and theoretical scholar analysis that the rise of GD can be mechanically and exclusively attributed to the evolution of the economic crisis in Greece. Our data shows that this holds only partially. Socioeconomic indicators alone fail to fully explain this rise as effectively as the change in voting behavior that is more generically associated with the prevailing political climate. The change was abrupt and cannot be accounted for by a number of specific socioeconomic conditions (and in these we have included cumulative effects on conventional indices of socioeconomic deterioration). It rather seems that the sudden change coincided with the signing of the second bailout agreement between Greece and its official creditors, consisted of the European Union, the European central Bank and the International Monetary Fund. The fiscal consolidation measures of the second program coincided with the enforced partial default 2 Although anti-immigrant talk was present in the rhetoric of other right-wing parties such as populist radical right LAOS (Ellinas 2013) , the extremity of GD's position and physical violence towards immigrants was unmatched. Our analysis of individual vote-intention data shows a high concentration of voters concerned about these issues among the GD supporters, compared to any other party. on domestic holders 3 of Government bond, fuelling the sentiment that harsh austerity was to continue for a period much longer and to an extent much deeper than initially envisaged. This might have been a shock strong enough to bring about changes in political behaviour.
We should clarify from the outset that we use the term ER throughout this paper in the sense proposed by Mudde (2007) to refer to the extreme end (including for example Hungary's Jobbik, Germany's NPD or the U.K.'s BNP) of a broader Far Right 4 (e.g. France's Front Nationale, Austria's FPÖ or Switzerland's Swiss People's Party inter alia) 5 . Most empirical research on the ER vote is based on cross-country European survey data (e.g. Arzheimer 2009 , Lubbers et al., 2002 , contextual regional vote-share data within a country (e.g. Stockemer, 2016) or countrylevel data (e.g. Golder, 2003) . In analysing GD, we have the benefit of a much larger voter base than is usually the case with ER studies, alleviating some of the econometric issues surrounding modeling vote regressions with low or zero vote counts. By collecting a wide range of contextual and survey data, we are able to report both contextual and individual regressions, combining evidence to present a congruent and robust view of factors influencing the GD vote and side-stepping controversial issues about which approach is preferable (Arzheimer 2012) . Specifically, we use (i) a panel spanning election outcomes across 56 regions and seven national and European elections that includes a battery of contextual explanatory variables; and (ii) 10,000 individual responses in five waves of detailed surveys conducted by a leading polling firm in Greece.
Some observers believe that GD's success is a unique phenomenon, potentially of limited relevance outside Greece, as they tend to attribute it mainly to the local financial crisis. Indeed, GD's jump in popularity was observed in the national elections of May 2012, the first after Greece's crisis was felt (technically, a recession began in late 2008, before the European and National elections in June and October 2009, however the severity of the crisis was not widely appreciated until after those elections 6 ). This observation has been widely interpreted as suggesting that individuals hit hardest by the crisis turned to GD to protest against mainstream parties. However, this is not borne out in our econometric analysis on GD voting, where only a limited impact is identified through purely pocket-book effects, including unemployment, GDP 3 The Private Sector Involvement scheme (PSI) was exercised in 2012. A partial default of up to 75% of nominal value applied to retail holders, social security funds and other institutions. There is a wide variation on the terminology used to refer to the Far Right. Some authors use the term «Extreme Right» more generically to refer to both radical right and to extremist, anti-democratic right. For a detailed exposition of the terminology used see Mudde (2007) . We follow Mudde (2007) and reserve the term Extreme Right for the most extreme, antidemocratic, end of the Far Right and use «Far Right» as encompassing term including both the less extreme Radical Right and the ER (neo-fascist/neo-Nazi) parties.
5
Despite lack of unanimity in classification criteria, most analysts agree that ER is determined from parties' affinities to historical fascism (Ignazi 1992 , 2002 , Golder 2003 , Mudde 2007 , Minkenberg 2013 . ER parties are characterised by anti-democratic ideologies and attitudes (Mudde 2007) . It should be noted that irrespective of method of classification, GD falls easily within the most extreme category (ER, neo-fascist).
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For example, unemployment remained under 10% till 2010 but eventually reached almost 30% in 2013; for a description of the situation in Greece see OECD (2016) ; on the origins of the crisis and a critical assessment of policy responses, see Christodoulakis (2015) . Note also, that GD obtained 5.3% of the votes in the municipality of Athens in the 2010 municipal elections, but negligible support in other municipalities or nationally. The first time it registered substantial support was in the national elections in 2012.
or personal and business bankruptcies at the contextual level, or extremely negative views of economic conditions in surveys. We find that such effects account for about one third of GD's increase in vote-intent regressions, and less so in contextual regressions.
Figure 1: Vote intent in polls
Note: We depict the vote intent in polls across all major polling firms for right-wing coalition government members of New Democracy and LAOS versus non-coalition government members of GD and Independent Greeks (ANEL). The coalition government was formed in November 2011, including New Democracy, the socialist party PASOK and the right-wing party of LAOS. Austerity measures were voted in February 2012 amid an unprecedented break-out of violent protests in Athens and other cities. The Government finally resigned in April 2012, opening the way for the elections in May 2012. Data source: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Opinion_polling_for_the_Greek_legislative_elections,_2012
On the other hand, we find that a third of GD's vote increase was driven by voters who were concerned with immigration and law-and-order (issues that did not become more severe around the time of GD's popularity surge) and the size of this effect is robust across both voteintent and contextual regressions. The remaining increase in GD voting, was driven by GD's appeal to voters in ER-friendly demographic groups (young, male, unmarried, with moderate education level) and voters who were exposed to a right-wing tradition (based on contextual proxies for such tradition).
Perhaps even more strikingly, the break-up of voters' ties with mainstream parties and their transition to GD did not follow a smooth (even if steep) path alongside the deterioration of the country's economic conditions. Instead it was abrupt and took place within the first months of 2012, pointing towards specific socio-political triggers. What caused these voters to turn to GD in early 2012? To understand this, we need to appreciate the broader political scene at the time, especially an agreement between a coalition government and international partners in 4 February 2012 to implement harsh austerity. This caused unprecedented riots and an exodus of voters from mainstream parties participating in this coalition, which was widely blamed for the country's condition (Figure 1 illustrates this exodus in early 2012). In this context, it is sensible that voters in natural ER demographics, voters with anti-immigration sentiment or those looking for a powerful protest vote, would be attracted to GD. This transition was likely facilitated by increased media attention GD was receiving, especially in the Internet (see Figure  2) , which likely became self-reinforcing once its popularity started trending and voters began exploring its platform 7 . Empirically, the country's political upheaval and ongoing shift away from mainstream coalition-government parties is evident in the form of robust evidence of parameter variation between 2009 and 2012 in our contextual vote-share regressions and between 2011 and 2012 in survey data vote-intent regressions 8 . Note: Google Trend Search Indexes represent the relative search frequency of the names of the five largest parties with names that do not have plausible variants that might be used in any search (we exclude New Democracy which may be searched with many variants).
We believe our findings have broader implications, beyond Greece: In conditions creating voter mobility, extreme fringe parties can strategically position themselves to take selective ownership of key issues and thereby capture a significant portion of the electorate. Mainstream The rise in public interest towards GD might not have itself directly triggered a rise in its support, which might have been triggered primarily through its grassroots activity, it is indicative of the attention that GD was receiving at the time and is probably associated to the general interest around the party that was increasing its electoral share.
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While parameter variation is sometimes attributed to an omitted variable problem (Lewis-Beck and Paldam, 2000) , in our analysis it is very plausible that this break reflects a shift away from mainstream parties.
parties might find it difficult to take a clear stand on thorny or controversial issues such as immigration, creating a void that extreme parties can exploit to capitalise on concerns of voters, particularly those in ER-friendly demographics. Our evidence suggests that given ripe conditions, this ER demographic may very quickly organise itself around an appropriate leader.
The rest of this paper is structured as follows. In the next section, we provide some background on GD's ideology and issue focus. We then briefly review literature attempting to explain the vote of ER parties broadly and GD's success more specifically. Section 3 describes our individual level and contextual data, introduces our econometric models and reports our empirical results. Section 4 summarises our conclusions. An Appendix describes data and related details. 
GD and related Extreme Right research

Background on GD
For a long time after it registered as a political party in 1990, GD received negligible electoral support. Figure 3 displays the GD vote in all national and European elections since 2007. The first noteworthy characteristic is that it never received more than 0.5% of the vote before 2010. That year, it made a noticeable appearance in the municipal elections of Athens, scoring 5.3% of the local vote and electing its leader to the local council. In the national elections of May 2012, GD rocketed to 6.97% of the vote, winning 21 of 300 seats in the Parliament. Since then, in three national and one European Parliament elections, it has received between 6% and 10%, and remained the third most popular party in Greece all recent elections. Regarding the vote distribution across constituencies, Figure 3 reveals a strong regional dispersion, suggesting that local variations in socioeconomic conditions or political traditions may play an important role in shaping voting choices. However, the closeness of the graphs corresponding to the three national elections of May 2012, June 2012 and January 2015 points to a very solid pattern in each region, thus implying that GD voting is mostly affected by more resilient factors rather than by circumstantial developments. Both of these findings highlight the need for a systematic contextual analysis of the GD vote.
Ideological Identity
GD was formed in the early 1980s but registered as a political party in 1990. Most observers agree that it has a National Socialist/neo-fascist ideology9, anti-systemic, anti-democratic, antiimmigrant outlook, and open endorsement of violent crimes against immigrants and their supporters (Ellinas 2013 , Geogriadou 2013 . In September 2013, GD's leadership was arrested, facing trial for criminal actions including complicity to murder. Many observers (e.g. Dinas et al, 2013) see GD as surpassing most ER parties in both radicalism and extremity of actions.
Although other radical right parties in Greece have taken explicit stands towards limiting immigration, no other party has been as indiscriminately anti-immigrant or has based its openly racist agenda on biological and ethnic purity arguments. Furthermore, GD differs from the other existing radical right-wing parties (LAOS and ANEL) in its explicit anti-parliamentarian and anti-democratic narrative and in its open and applied endorsement of extreme physical violence towards immigrants. The extremity of GD's stands and actions have probably contributed significantly towards convincing its electorate that it means business, particularly in critical issues such as immigration and law and order. The popularity of this type of ER is particularly paradoxical in Greece, which in the last century experienced disastrous military dictatorships, an extremely brutal Nazi occupation and substantial emigration of Greeks who formed sizable and successful immigrant communities in other countries.
GD's issue positioning
As is the case with many European ER parties, GD's trademark has been an anti-immigration rhetoric emphasising 'cultural contamination' and the loss of Greeks' jobs to lower-paid foreign 7 workers. As unemployment rose during the crisis years, this message gained appeal, paralleling the experience of several countries. 10 Wike et al. (2016) report that 72% of Greek respondents considered refugees a burden. This was exacerbated by associations of immigration with crime11 that allowed GD to conflate anti-immigration with a law-and-order rhetoric and blame the 'contamination of Greece's ethnic purity'.
In terms of style, GD has developed a military aesthetic that appeals to young, single, moderately educated males -a typical demographic characteristics of ER voters (Arzheimer 2012 )-and has cultivated a grass-root support base, often organised into violent groups12. This reflects its view that non-democratic means for pursuing its political objectives are legitimate.
Existing explanations for the success of GD
Research specific to GD
Existing literature on GD has focused primarily on supply side factors that enabled the party to seize hold of a sizeable electoral share. Dinas et al. (2013) study the effect of grassroot mobilisation of party members on the electoral success in the municipal elections of 2010 in Athens. They show that the party faired considerably better in areas where it enjoyed visibility, compared to similar areas where it mobilised less. Despite GD's local success in 2010, its national appeal was still negligible until 2012, as is evident from intent-to-vote surveys. Ellinas and Lamprianou (2016) place GD's main organizational and activity expansion to a national level towards the end of 2012, after its national electoral breakthrough.
Research on the demand side has offered some informal evidence of the factors that might have affected the GD vote. For example, Ellinas (2013) and Georgiadou (2013) use exit poll data from the national elections in May 2012 to attribute the party's electoral success to 'a massive realignment of the electorate away from mainstream parties' due to the crisis-related deterioration in economic conditions. The demand side explanations offer useful working theories on the reasons driving GD's sudden rise and call for empirical verification. Our data allows us to quantify the extent to which variation in individual and regional economic conditions can explain variation in GD support and compare the validity of this explanation to others. Our findings are consistent with the view that the Greek far right experienced a massive re-alignment and furthermore, we can trace the causes for this to sudden changes in voter behaviour in the first months of 2012 rather than to more gradual socioeconomic triggers.
Turning to the role of immigration, Dinas et al. (2016) exploit a quasi-natural experiment related to the differential inflows of immigrants on various Greek islands sharing similar characteristics, to estimate the causal effects of immigration on GD support. They find that exposure to drastic increases in refugee arrivals contributed to a 2% rise in GD's electoral rates.
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However, we cannot infer the importance of immigration for GD's national vote from this estimate. In our regional analysis, we measure this directly and find that GD gained approximately 2% of the electorate due to concern with immigration, a finding broadly consistent with Dinas et al (2016) results. We also highlight the role of media coverage in making GD more visible. More broadly, we show that the party's rapid ascent cannot be attributed to sudden changes in socioeconomic factors, but rather to structural changes in voting behaviour, the roots of which should likely be traced to shifts of voters away from mainstream parties as well as GD's increased visibility and media coverage. On the limited effects of economic conditions on political extremism, Lamprianou and Ellinas (2016) use survey data to show that radical political action is only marginally connected to relative economic deprivation but strongly associated with ideology, organisation membership and personal characteristics.
Broader research explaining the ER vote in an international context
Individual-level studies of the ER vote focus on the effect of demographics, individual attitudes and contextual variables. Several studies confirm ER's appeal to younger ages, male voters, low or middle education levels and blue-collar workers (Arzheimer and Carter 2006 , Arzheimer 2009 , Lubbers et al. 2002 . The ER vote is also related to anti-immigration attitudes, political dissatisfaction, national pride and to attributing high importance to law-and-order Scheepers 2000, Lubbers et al. 2002) . In contextual analyses, the impact of immigration on the ER vote is usually positive (Arzheimer, 2009 , Coffé et al. 2007 , Swank and Betz 2003 , Dinas & van Spanje 2011 with few exceptions (Arzheimer & Carter 2006) . Unemployment has also been analysed extensively, but with mixed conclusions as to the direction or existence of an effect , Golder 2003 , Arzheimer and Carter 2006 , Coffé et al. 2007 , Jesuit et al. 2009 , Lubbers et al. 2002 , Knigge 1998 .
The literature has occasionally considered the effect of other socioeconomic factors on the ER vote. Funke et al. (2016) find evidence that financial crises lead to increases in extreme voting; Swank & Betz (2003) link the far-right vote with higher tax rates and lower levels of social protection. Coffé et al. (2007) find a negative effect of income inequality. We explored a range of variables listed in the Appendix to explain the GD vote, but in our analysis report only regressions with statistically significant variables.
Empirical Results
Data
Our individual-level data is from the TASEIS polls, conducted biannually by MRB Hellas, www.mrb.gr, a leading Greek polling company, containing detailed personal information, quantitative assessments of Greece's current and future economic conditions, choices among options for the most pressing issues in Greece, and interviewees' last vote and vote intent in a hypothetical election to be held within a week from the interview date. Our sample spans five 9 interview dates on December 2011, December 2012, June 2013, December 2013 and June 2014 and contains 9,621 usable observations roughly equally distributed across dates13.
Our contextual data was gathered for Greece's 56 electoral districts, each electing a fixed number of MP's based on a reinforced proportional representation system which did not change throughout our sample14. This data includes unemployment rates; immigration density (ratio of residents of foreign origin to natives); regional crime rates; bounced checks and mortgages in arrears by electoral district; bank deposits; tourist visitors; and GDP per capita in purchasing power standards. Detailed definitions and sources of data is provided in Appendix A. Summary statistics for all variables appearing in our reported results are provided in Table 1 : The polls use face-to-face interviews and secret ballots. Each sample of 2000 individuals is designed to be representative with respect to demographics. From a total of 10,000 individuals we excluded 379 observations for individuals who did not provide responses to some of the variables used in our analysis. A poll scheduled for June 2012 did not take place because two elections (May and June 2012) took place around its scheduled date. A detailed description of all our variables is provided in Appendix A1.
14
The representation system remained intact from 2007 to the present with minor seat reallocations among constituencies after the 2011 Census.
The GD Vote
GD's national elections vote-share rocketed from 0.29% in October 2009 to 6.97% in May 2012. Before turning to a detailed discussion of what caused the dramatic increase in GD voting, it is instructive to begin with an examination of the characteristics of individuals expressing intentto-vote for GD in surveys. In Table 2 , we report LPM and Probit regressions with a range of regressors describing individuals (selected as the most economically and statistically salient effects from a broader set listed in Internet Appendix A1; here and below we also considered regressions merging contextual with survey data as well as various types of nonlinearities, without gaining any additional insights). Overall our results are reasonably robust across these two models.
We find a very high coefficient on a gender dummy, meaning that the GD vote is larger by 8-10% (depending on whether we use Probit marginal effects or LPM coefficients) for unmarried males compared to married or unmarried females. This effect is reduced by half in married men. Note that we control for age, which reduces the propensity to vote for GD by 0.1% per year, so the importance of marriage for males does not reflect the fact that married men are on average older than unmarried men. The propensity to vote for GD increases for temporarily unemployed workers, individuals with secondary (but not tertiary) education and individuals living in rural areas.
Turning attention to individuals' attitudes, we find that the Gloom attitude (a dummy indicating the most negative answer in all five attitude questions, described in more detail in Appendix A1) leads to support for GD, as does identifying immigration, crime or lack of transparency as one of the country's three top problems (other available options are listed in Appendix A1). We can get a sense for the overall influence of attitudes and issue concerns on the GD vote, by multiplying coefficients with the mean of each variable. Based on LPM estimates, each of the above effects contributes 1.7%, 2.0%, 0.3% and 0.3% respectively towards the propensity to vote for GD. Most of these influences are largely in line with characteristics of ER voters internationally. However, our focus is on explaining the jump in GD support, whereas in most other ER analyses, changes in behavior over time have not been addressed. 
The increase in support for GD is due to a change in voting behavior
We now turn to understanding the dramatic increase in support for GD between the consecutive national elections of October 2009 and May 2012. One celebrated explanation is that the election of May 2012 was the first after Greece's financial crisis had begun being felt, and the economic hardship the crisis inflicted, turned voters towards GD. We argue that there are two problems with this explanation. First, while this is not widely appreciated, GD's popularity was growing very slowly until early 2012 and increased extremely rapidly in a very narrow time window in early 2012 (it first appeared in a national poll in February 2011 at 0.5% and trended upwards slowly to around 1.5% till the end of that year, then it rocketed to almost 7% by early May 2012)15. On the same issue, our survey data indicates that in December 2011, the intent to vote for GD was only 1.3%, in agreement with other polls (as in Figure 3 ).
Contrary to popular narratives, this suggests that the rapid rise in GD's support was due to abrupt changes in voting behavior rather than abrupt changes in daily economic conditions, and moreover that the voting behavior changed in the space of a few months. A key political development around this time was the signing of the second bail-out agreement ("Memorandum" in common parlance), implementing deep fiscal cuts, in February 2012. At the same time, a default on Government bonds affected Social Security funds as well as many private individuals, contrary to promises for an immunising debt-restructuring scheme. During deliberations in Parliament, riots and clashes with the police took place in Athens and other major cities, inaugurating a new period of violent reaction against austerity policies. The mainstream conservative New Democracy and right-wing LAOS parties that previously thrived on anti-austerity rhetoric had by then become partners in a broad coalition Government. By voting for the austerity measures, they triggered massive outflows of sympathisers and rankand-file party members to other emerging players, such as the radical-left SYRIZA, the rightwing Independent Greeks and GD, all of which enjoyed a clear rise which continued to trend until the elections.
Second, as we shall see in our panel data, variables that proxy for the severity of the crisis at a local level (unemployment, GDP and bankruptcies) do not explain the cross-sectional distribution of GD voting even after controlling for other factors. In other words, there is little evidence that GD voting was more intense in areas where the crisis was more severe. Other factors of nation-wide significance played a crucial role. We next quantify the importance of changes in behavior vs. changes in conditions using both individual-level and contextual regressions.
Individual-level analysis
To understand changes in voting behavior after controlling for the effect of changes in economic conditions, Table 3 presents regression analyses using dummy variables to measure 15 GD's significant support in a few municipalities in the 2010 municipal elections, was localised and can account for a small fraction of the national legislative electorate. Combined with negligible support in polls for legislative elections, this suggests that the increase in GD's vote 2012 was separate to the local increase in support it received in certain municipalities in the municipal elections.
how the impact of various regressors changed between surveys in December 2011 and December 2012. Evidently, the change is dramatic, with meaningful and statistically significant changes in most coefficients. In the LPM models used, the propensity to vote for GD in 2009 is:
(1)
In 2012, the propensity to vote for GD is:
where terms like appear as coefficients of interaction terms with a dummy for 2012. The coefficients } appear in the first column and } appear in the second column of the table. Subtracting the first equation from the second, the change in the GD vote is:
The first term in each parenthesis in (3) measures the impact of changes in voting behavior, while the second term measures the impact of changes in conditions/attitudes on the GD vote. The last two columns of Table 3 , decompose the change in GD's vote and show that it is almost entirely due to changes in behavior. Most importantly, of GD's vote increase by 6.68% between 2009 and 2012, 4.12% was obtained by convincing voters with (mostly pre-existing) gloomy, anti-immigration and anti-crime attitudes to vote for it, with the remaining increase coming almost entirely from more GD voting among males. We believe this last effect is best interpreted as an outsized increase in GD's appeal to a male demographic that is traditionally more akin towards the ER. This likely represents a fraction of the individuals fleeing mainstream coalition government parties.
Contextual analysis
Our finding that GD's support was driven by changes in behavior is confirmed and reinforced in detailed contextual regression analysis presented in Tables 4 and 5 , which approach the same issue with a broad range of additional controls.
In Table 4 , we report a regression of the GD vote across 56 electoral districts on key regressors, for each of the seven elections in our sample, starting before GD became prominent. Evidently, from 2012 onwards, the sign and magnitude of the coefficients on several regressors change drastically. There is strong evidence that from 2012 onwards, GD was able to tap into voting pools in areas with large concentrations of immigrants, high crime-rates, long-standing rightwing tradition, and low tourism. Changes in coefficients associated with economic conditions do not display any clear statistically significant pattern. The first thing to note is that changes took effect between the 2009 and the 2012 National elections, in agreement with our individual-level data that place the change more precisely between December 2011 and May 2012. Furthermore, following the May 2012 election, the coefficients exhibit a more stable behavior, even after GD's leadership was arrested and charged for participation in a criminal organisation and complicity to murder. One shortcoming of the regression estimates reported in Table 4 is that they may be subject to omitted variable bias associated with effects operating on the GD vote at the electoral district level. Table 5 deals with this using fixed and random effects estimation, treating the data across elections and prefectures as a panel. Estimates are broadly in line with our previous analysis: immigration and crime have an economically and statistically large positive impact on the GD vote after 2012, but an insignificant (immigration) and weaker (crime) impact before 2012. Financial distress associated with bounced checks seems to lead to an increase in the GD vote after 2012 relative to the earlier period, as suggested by the interaction effect with the crisis dummy.
One important insight that this contextual analysis adds relative to the individual-level analysis is that, after 2012, GD was able to capture significant support in areas with a right-wing tradition. Another interesting observation is that in Euro elections, the GD vote is significantly larger, reflecting a general pattern in second-order elections, according to which voters are more willing to support smaller parties than in national elections16. Table 5 also presents a decomposition of the change in the actual GD vote between 2009 and 2012 into a component associated with change in conditions and a component associated with changes in behavior, analogous to that presented for the individual-data analysis of Table 3 . As was the case in the individual-level analysis, changes in behavior is dramatically more important than changes in conditions. Almost half the increase is in areas with higher immigration and crime, but the overwhelming effect is the increase in GD voting in areas with a long-standing right-wing tradition for reasons beyond what we could control for with our data17. The contextual analysis leads to weaker estimates (compared to the individual-level analysis) for the importance of financial distress as proxied for by bounced checks (0.31%), perhaps because this is a poor proxy or because contextually financial distress is less important than it is individually.
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Our key conclusions are robust to various transformations of the regressors, including quadratic terms, first differences etc. We also attempted to include several other regressors listed in the Appendix but they were not significant.
17
The propagation over time of local political traditions has been observed in a number of studies. For example, Voigtlander and Voth (2012) show that anti-Semitism in interwar Germany is spatially correlated with similar attitudes five centuries earlier and that these correlations are stronger in areas of low population mobility or limited interchange with other cultures.
Table 5: Contextual Effects on GD Voting Controlling for Fixed and Random Regional Effects
The first two columns report panel regressions with fixed and random effects using the same data as in Table 4 . The missing observations from Table 4 were imputed using the earliest observation available, after noticing that there is little variation over time within prefectures in these regressors. We include regressors from Table 4 that were statistically significant either with or without an interaction term. The third column reports the preferred random effects specification applied to the two consecutive elections 2009 and 2012 when GD popularity surged. Regressor definitions and data sources are listed in Appendix A1. Robust standard errors are reported below all estimates (White 1980 (White , 1982 . Statistical significance at the 10% level is indicated in bold. The two rightmost columns report the change in GD vote due to changes in coefficients and the change due to changes in regressors using the method discussed in section 4. 
Explaining the change in voting behaviour
Informed observers of Greek politics have attributed the jump in support for GD to votermigration from LAOS, a less extreme right-wing party. At first sight, this seems plausible, considering LAOS' representation in parliament collapsed from five seats to zero between the elections in which GD's vote jumped. Furthermore, the reason for this collapse is widely believed to be its participation in the coalition government, from November 2011 to May 2012 (coinciding with the narrow time frame during which GD's support in fact increased) that undermined its otherwise non-mainstream profile.
Such an explanation could in principle be consistent with the effects we report in the previous subsection, since the change in coefficients in regressions after 2012 could reflect a reduction in competition in Greece's ER when LAOS shifted to more moderate positioning. However, our analysis below suggests this is at best only a partial explanation of what happened. Instead, a more important reason for the change in behaviour was that GD was able to take issue ownership of widespread concern with immigration and crime, 'ownerless' issues which no other party, including LAOS, had previously been able to capture.
Voter migration from LAOS to GD is limited
GD's vote increased from 0.29% to 6.97% between the consecutive elections in 2009 and May 2012, while LAOS' dropped from 5.63% to 2.89%18. This simple observation reveals that it is unlikely that an overwhelming portion of GD's vote came from voters who previously supported LAOS. This insight is reinforced in Table 6 where we estimate the party of origin of GD voters in the election of May 2012 when GD's electoral support jumped. According to the official exit poll after the 2012 elections, only 18.5% of GD's voters migrated from LAOS.
We also use Rosen et al.'s (2001) ecological inference for RxC tables, to calculate the political origins of the GD vote in May 2012. The results are almost identical to the exit poll transition rates for the cases of ND, PASOK and GD and close for the SYRIZA and OTHER parties. Ecological inference suggests the probability that a GD voter migrated from LAOS was 9.3%, even lower than that obtained in exit polls.
Finally, and this should be interpreted with caution, we report the fraction of individuals who intended to vote for GD across all surveys by recall of party voted in the previous election. LAOS is a rather small source of voters but LAOS varies significantly in size over our sample. In sum, while there was unquestionably a migration of voters from LAOS to GD and perhaps this can explain a large portion of LAOS' collapse, it can only explain a limited fraction of GD's support. 
GD law-and-order and anti-immigration political positioning
Our regression analyses trace a large portion of the increase in GD support back to the change in behavior of voters who identify immigration or crime as issues of outstanding importance for Greece. Indeed, this is reinforced in Table 7 which shows in a clear and simple manner that GD became the only party whose supporters had a disproportionate interest in one of the two issues (35% in December 2012 up from 23% in December 2011. The interest across all individuals was stable at 16%). Furthermore, this disproportionate interest developed during 2012 even as the popularity of GD grew very significantly which is important because as a party's popularity increases, the distribution of its supporters' characteristics will eventually converge to the distribution of characteristics across all individuals (16% in this case). The interest of supporters of other parties in these issues went down in almost all cases, which is strongly suggestive that GD was able to attract individuals with a pre-existing interest in these matters from other parties. By contrast, in unreported analysis we found that GD's ownership of the Gloom attitude which we used in Table 3 to explain the GD vote, did not increase significantly. How did GD manage to position itself as the party of choice for voters concerned with these issues within the space of a few months? Revisiting the events of early 2012 with the benefit of the empirical results we have observed, it seems likely that the intensely anti-immigrant and racist speeches of high-ranking party representatives and the violence and aggression of midranking representatives were appealing to a significant body of the electorate. While media was highly critical of GD during this period, this critical attention was -contrary to intentperceived positively by a sizable segment of the electorate. A Google Trends comparison of searches (in Greek) for the term Golden Dawn ("Χρυσή Αυγή") versus the names of the other political parties leading to the election in 2012, revealed that GD consistently attracted the highest search interest, and that this was increasing steadily over time after the elections (as shown in Figure 2 ). This supports our view that the pre-election period, offered GD an excellent opportunity to convey its political message to all those willing to listen.
The timing and speed of GD's electoral ascent highlight the role of mainstream political parties' actions and omissions in this process. Meguid (2005) stresses the impact of mainstream parties' issue positioning on fringe parties' electoral fortunes. At the time of GD's electoral breakthrough, Greece's mainstream parties were tied in a political coalition that imposed severe measures and focused almost exclusively on economic issues. This possibly acted in two ways; it alienated voters from mainstream politics, leading them to seek outlets to channel their protest, and it turned mainstream parties' focus towards economics, making them neglect issues that were central to parts of the electorate and were addressed effectively by GD.
In sum, GD was likely successful because it took an extreme position against immigrants and convinced voters it was serious about its positions through violence and aggressive propaganda. Furthermore, it was abated by media which while criticising GD, were in fact disseminating its message, helping it reach a segment of the electorate concerned with issues insufficiently emphasised by other parties, including competing right wing-parties like LAOS.
Conclusion
Our econometric analysis of GD voting suggests that GD's electoral success reflects the permanent impact of its successful election campaign in early 2012. In just a few months, GD was able to redefine itself as the clear owner of the related issues of immigration and law-andorder. In both individual-level and contextual GD voting regressions, the GD vote was unresponsive to individual characteristics and contextual variables, until the importance of certain factors for GD voting changed dramatically, suggesting a marked shift in voting behaviour. This effect does not appear to be due as much to GD capturing the vote of other right wing parties like LAOS, as it seems to reflect a broad change in behaviour across the electorate.
Most importantly, GD was able to capture significantly greater support from individuals with pre-existing concerns about immigration and law-and-order and with Greece's economic conditions, particularly young, unmarried males. From a contextual perspective, electoral districts with higher immigration, crime and especially right-wing tradition, provided stronger support for GD after 2012 than can be explained by changes in the conditions of these regions (additional secondary effects were associated with personal bankruptcy rates and tourism). This is consistent with our thesis that GD reshaped voter behaviour in early 2012, possibly facilitated by media coverage which, while intended as critical, served to deliver GD's message to a niche section of the electorate that was receptive to it.
Interpreting these findings more broadly, ER parties may achieve a significant jump in popularity by targeting ownerless issues of concern to segments of the electorate and by adopting unorthodox, even criminal methods, which nevertheless appeal to certain voters. This strategy is likely to be most successful during political upheavals, when voters abandon their party affiliations and re-assess their priorities. On a more optimistic note, while ER voting is intensified by factors such as immigration, crisis severity etc., our quantitative analysis suggests that the coefficients of such factors seem to be contained, so our evidence suggests a bound on the electoral appeal of ER parties, at least unless the political upheaval is far deeper than the one observed in Greece.
